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Peter D. Keisler is substituted for his predecessor, Alberto R.
Gonzales, as Acting Attorney General of the United States, pursuant to Fed. R.
App. P. 43(¢c)(2).

EE S

This panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without
oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



Leonardo Buen Bacaray and Lourdes Villanueva Bacaray, natives and
citizens of the Philippines, petition for review of the Board of Immigration
Appeals’ (“BIA”) decision affirming an Immigration Judge’s (“1J”’) order denying
their application for asylum and withholding of removal. We have jurisdiction
pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence and will uphold
the IJ and BIA’s decisions unless the evidence compels a contrary conclusion. See
Malhi v. INS, 336 F.3d 989, 992-93 (9th Cir. 2003).

Substantial evidence supports the 1J’s finding that petitioners failed to
demonstrate eligibility for asylum based on past persecution or a well-founded
fear of future persecution because they failed to show any evidence that the
attackers were motivated by any enumerated ground. See INS v. Elias-Zacarias,
502 U.S. 478, 483-84 (1992). Petitioners’ contention that the BIA failed to
consider evidence presented at their first hearing is not supported by the record.

Because petitioners did not establish that they were eligible for asylum, it
follows that they did not satisfy the more stringent standard for withholding of
removal. See Al-Saher v. INS, 268 F.3d 1143, 1146 (9th Cir. 2001).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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